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RBMARKS 

aaims 1 16. and 20 have been amended to claim a storage wrap material comprsing a sheet 
n^terial havtog a thickness ranging from abont 0-0001 inches to about 0.001 inches. Support for the 
instant Amendments to Qaims 1. 16. and 20 is found on page 18. lines 2-6. of the Spec.f.catton. as 
originally filed. No new matter has been added. Claims 1-20 «main in this Application and are 
presented for the Examiner's review in light of the above Amendments and the following remarks. 

P^j prtions Up '^"'- " S C. 8103 
Claims 1-20 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over McGuire. et al.. U.S. Patent No. 
5 965 235. Applicants respectfuUy traverse this rejection. 
' In the attached Declaration under 37 CJ A. 1.132. the Declarant, Andrew Julian Wnuk. 
declares that. -Ue instant AppUcation is distinguishable fh>mMcGuire because the te^^ 
of the substrate becomes the Umiting factor in the adherence of a food storage wrap to rough or 
inegular surfaces when thin adhesive layers are used. The instant Application has found that storage 
wrap materials having adhesive layers thim^r than those specified in McGuire can be produced by 
applying a thin layer of adhesive (0,00001 inch to 0.0002 inch) to a film substrate having a thxckness 
ZL frora 0.0001 inch to 0.001 inch." Applicants respectfully believe Dr. Wnulc's Declaratton 
speaks for itself. Tl^refore. Ae McGuire inference fails to disclose, teach, suggest, or render obvious 
eVery recited feature of Applicants' independent Claims 1. 16. and 20. Thus. Applicants respectfully 
cequest withd^wal of tixe Examiner's 35 U.S.C. §103(a) rejection with respect to Applicants Claim 

1,16, and 20. . ^ i - * • 

Bcc^ Clain» 2-13 ».d 17-19 depend direct!, «. IndiKctly ftcm Apphcmu 

tadepend», Oata 1 or 16. a,e, ^ of a»ir «»pec«v. Ihmurto™. F« U.^^^^^ 

Applicants ^ «» »g»™°» ""-^ of CU™. 1 »d 16 ™ 

Xliy .PPlic*^ » U» .^ccton of OU™ 2.15 .nd 17-19 ^ U^.C. S.03(.). App.,ca.« 
LfL ^ ,«om»a««ion ^ "i.hdr.w.1 «f 
Claims 2-15 and 17-19. 

nniihle Patenting 

Claims 1-20 were rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting over Claims 1-24 of U.S. Patent No. 6.194.062. Applicants respectfully traverse this 
rejection. 
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M P£ P §804 states that the obvious-type double patenting rejection must be based upon the 
obviousness standard of 35 U.S.C. §103(a). See In re Braat, 937 F.2d 589 (Fed.Cir. 1991). The 
diffeiences between the inventions defined by the conflicting claims and the «asons why a person of 
ordinary skiU in the art nrust conctade that the invention defined in the claim in issue is an obvious 
variation of the invention defined in the claim in the [reference]. If the AppUcation at issue « the 
later filed application, only a one-way determination of obviousness is needed in resolving the tssue 
of double patenting; i.e.. whether the invention defined in a claim of the -PP^-^^ ^/"^^^^^^ 
variation of ti.e invention defined in a claim in ti.e parent. See In re Ber,, 46 U.SP.Q.2d 1226 
(FedCir. 1998); M.P.E.P. §804(ID(B)(lXa). Here, the two-way test is inapplicable, as AppUcants 
could not have filed the claims in a single application and there was no administrative delay. See .d, 

M.P.E.P.§804(ID(B)(lXb). ^ . .w^n 

independent Qaims 1 and 24 of U.S. Patent No. 6.194,062 claim an improved storage wrap 
material comprising "a sheet of non-porous material having a first side and a second side, said first 
side comprising an active side ... . con,pr..«v. /.rc. ./.r /.a.r 

acH^te said active side . : . (Emphasis Added) The instant AppUcation does not claim a storage 
wrap requiringacompressive force of at least aboutO.1 psi to activate the m«erial. In fact. ti.e mstant 
Application claims, inUr alia, a storage wrap material comprising a sheet material having a tinckness 
ranging from about 0.0001 inches to about 0.001 inches. In particular. ti.e storage wrap matertalhas 
an lesive composition ranging ftom about 0.00001 inches to about 0.0002 inches m thtcla«ss 
disposedupon ti.e sheet material. Tberefore. the claims of tite instant Application are not. and cannot 
be obvious variants of .he reference patent and fafl ti.e one-way obviousness determmation. 
Applicants request ti« Examiner to withdraw the provision.1 obviousness-type double patenting 
rejection of Claims 1-20 over Claims l-24ofU.S. Patent No. 6,194.062. 

r-onclusion 

Based on the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted tiiat each of AppUcants' remaining chums 
is in condition for aUowance and favorable reconsideration is requested. 
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„d «. to « h^v«l dc. However, if », «Jditi<»al oh«g« due, the Exanune, u he«b. 
Gamble Comj>aiiy. 

ly subniitted, 
:.TON,ETAL. 
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